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On December 15, 1967, the attention of th~ nation was focused for a moment 
upon the tragedy of the collapse of the Ohio River bridge between Point Pleasant, 
West Virginia, and Gallipolis, Ohio. This accident that took the lives of 46 men, 
women and children created deep concern and apprehension over the safety of 
highway and railway bridges throughout the country. 
In the week following the collapse of the Silver Bridge, as it was known in 
the Ohio River Valley, Secretary Alan Boyd announced that the President had 
directed the organization of three committees with the following duties: 
1. One committee was directed to investigate the collapse of the 
bridge. This task was assigned to the National Transportation 
Safety Board, the successor to the Civil Aeronautics Board. 
Public hearings have been held, a report was issued on October 
31, 1968, and the investigation is continuing. 
2. A second committee was to accelerate the replacement of the 
bridge. With outstanding cooperation of all parties concerned, 
all necessary planning was done, a new location selected, nav-
igation permit issued, designs and plans completed, the contracts 
let in June, pier construction started, steel fabrication is under-
way and the goal is to open the bridge to traffic in the early fall 
of next year. 
3. A third committee was directed to evaluate the condition of 
highway and railway bridges throughout the country. 
At this point I don't want to leave the impression that responsible people in 
Washington thought that the country was in great peril because of poor maintenance 
or neglect of the bridges on our vast highway netwovk. However, the nation could 
not afford a second catastrophic failure of a major bridge such as the Silver Bridge. 
In January a meeting of the Joint AAR and AASHO Committee was held in 
Washington to determine a future course of action for bridge safety inspections. 
Under chairmanship of Federal Highway Administrator Lowell K. Bridwell, the 
railroads and highway agencies were requested to evaluate and determine the 
condition and safety of the bridges in the United States. They were also requested 
to prepare criteria for inspections if necessary. 
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The AAR stated that the AREA had adequate criteria and guidelines for 
inspections and that they would investigate and report on the inspection programs 
and conditions of railway bridges. 
The members of the AASHO committee represented at the meeting dele-
gated to the AASHO Bridge Committee and the Bureau of Public Roads the task 
of preparing a criterion or guideline for the inspection program. The guide was 
developed, published and distributed to Public Roads field offices by Circular 
Memorandum dated March 12, 1968. This memorandum requested certain 
inspections by State hig;h.way departments. The memorandum also requested 
a report from each State showing the number of bridges to be inspected under the 
guidelines. The Division offices of Public Roads were requested to advise the 
Washington office in the event a State was unable to meet the completion dates 
for the two types of inspections (November 1, 1968, for the Part I bridges and 
January 1, 1970, for the Part II bridges). 
The Bureau of Public Roads, acting in the capacity of a member of the 
Presidential committee, contacted the Washington office headquarters of the 
National Association of County Officials, the National League of Cities, the 
Toll Authorities and other Federal agencies responsible for the maintenance 
of bridges. To the maximum extent possible, the Associations were urged to 
assume the responsibility for initiating bridge safety inspections by member 
organizations. The city and county associations did not elect to contact their 
members directly but furnished address labels for the selected members to 
Public Roads for distribution of informational material. 
Approximately 3, 000 county -chairmen were furnished° copies of the In-
spection Guideline and were requested to cooperate in an inspection program. 
Bureau of Public Roads division engineers were instructed to follow up and make 
contacts with the county officials and to report on the county's responsibility 
and ability to make bridge safety inspections. 
In a separate action a letter, dated June 17, 1968, was sent to the 1, 800 
mayors of cities of the nation having populations greater than 10, 000. A five 
percent sample of cities having populations of less than 10, 000 were also included 
to give a total mailing to about 2, 400 cities. The letter requested information 
on the city's responsibility for maintenance and the inspection frequency. It 
was also possible for the city to request a copy of the Informational Guide for 
Inspection of Highway Bridges. The final phase of the program was to contact 
all Federal agencies that construct, operate, and maintain highway facilities and 
ask for their cooperation in this bridge inspection program. 
Replies from each of the separate actions are still being received and 
tabulated. The information received from the States, counties, cities and other 
Federal agencies will be consolidated into a report which will be submitted to 
Mr. Bridwell in the near future. 
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The results of the letters, memorandums and field contacts are illustrated 
as follows. 
The information for Figure 1 is based on a planning survey inventory. 
Where information was not available it was estimated. The information has been 
coded to show the number of bridges built before 1935 and those built after 1935. 
The most significant data is the vast number of older bridges, approximately 
340, 000, on the county secondary and rural roads. 
Three items concerning the status of the bridge inspection program are 
shown on Figure 2. The first item concerns completion of inspection by specific 
dates. This is based on those States that have given specific answers plus those 
that have an established program and plan to continue with that program. 
The second item, program to inspection, gives a breakdown of those States 
which have indicated they will complete the inspection. Shown under Established 
are those States that feel their present program conforms to the Guidelines and are 
planning to continue with it. Shown under Initiating or Revising are all other States 
that indicated they will meet the deadlines. 
The third item refers to inspection forms and indicates the number of States 
that presently have forms or manuals, or those that are preparing or revising forms 
or manuals. 
Table 2 gives the number of counties in each State that is responsible for 
maintenance of bridges, the number that claim they are staffed and have the ability 
to inspect and finally the number of counties that have definite schedules for bridge 
inspections. You can see that Kentucky stands quite high in the percentage of 
counties reporting, 96. 7 percent, but is about even with the national average for 
the number of counties having the ability to make bridge inspections (37. 5 percent 
vs. 38. 2 percent). 
Figure 3 shows the responsffi that have been received from the cities. Here 
we see a remarkable correlation between the size of the cities and the three parts 
of the questionnaire; (1) the cities with bridge maintenance responsibilities, 
(2) those that have established two-year inspection frequency, and (3) those that 
requested a copy of the In spectionGuide. 
While we were engaged in performing the tasks required by the Presidential 
Task Force, there was considerable activity throughout the country along these lines. 
The U. S. Congress took note of the Silver Bridge collapse and held public 
hearings on bridge safety and maintenance inspection practices. The 1968 Federal-Aid 
Highway Act contains provisions for increased responsibilities to the Secretary of 
Transportation for bridge inspections. I quote in part these provisions: 
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"(d) The Secretary in consultation with the State highway depart-
ments and interested and knowledgeable private organizations -and 
individuals shall as soon as possible establish national bridge 
inspection standards in order to provide for the proper safety 
inspection of bridges on any of the Federal-aid highway system. 
Such standards shall specify in detail the method by which inspec-
tions shall be conducted by the State highway departments, the 
maximum time lapse between inspections and qualifications for 
those charged with the responsibility for carrying out such inspec-
tions. Each State shall be required to maintain written reports to 
be available to the Secretary pursuant to such inspections together 
with a notation of the action taken pursuant to the findings of such 
inspections. Each State shall be required to maintain a current 
inventory of all bridges on the Federal-aid system. " 
"(e) The Secretary shall establish in cooperation with the State 
highway departments a program designed to train appropriate 
employees of the Federal Government and the State governments 
to carry out bridge inspections. Such a program shall be revised 
from time to time in light of new or improved techniques. For 
the purposes of this section the Secretary may use funds made 
available pursuant to the provisions of section 104(a) and section 
307(a) of this title." 
I will have further comments on these requirements later on. However, 
this Act placed added maintenance responsibilities upon the Secretary of Trans-
portation. 
Prior to the enactment of the 1968 Federal-Aid Highway Act, the General 
Assembly of your neighboring State, Ohio, enacted very comprehensive legislation 
clearly defining inspection responsibility, inspection standards, inspection frequency 
(annually), bridge inventory procedures and uniform reporting oLinspections. 
A sampling of the results of reports of the bridge inspections being made 
through the country gives this kind of information. 
1. In Kentucky it was reported that 86 bridges are in need of major 
repairs and 99 need to be replaced. 
2. In Pennsylvania the results of comprehensive bridge inspec-
tions were even more dramatic. Seven bridges have been closed 
to traffic until repairs can be accomplished. Eight additional 
bridges _ were closed to traffic until repairs could be made and 
have now been opened to traffic. To date 22, 026 bridges have 
been given the Type I safety inspection. The 1968 Bridge Inspec-
tion Program is estimated to cost $2, 189, 000 in consultant fees alone. 
- 200 -
3. Throughout the country maintenance forces have been 
strengthened and supplemented. Some States that never 
had a bridge engineer i~ their maintenance divisions 
have assigned well qualified engineers to this important 
activity. 
I would now like to report on the implementation of the bridge inspection 
provisions of the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1968. While no definite plans have 
been made for the establishment of national bridge inspection standards, it is 
anticipated that the special subcommittee of the AASHO Bridge Committee will 
produce acceptable manuals, criteria and standards to meet the requirements 
of the 1968 Act. This subcommittee, under the chairmanship of Mr. J. E. 
McMahon of California, consists of Messrs. C. E. Thunman of Illinois, S. L. 
Poleynard of Louisiana, A. L. Grubb of Maryland, S. Gordon of the Bureau 
of Public Roads, and G. I. Sawyer of the District of Columbia. 
The activities of the Presidential Committee called for voluntary 
cooperation from all levels of government to initiate the National Bridge Inspection 
Program. While the units of government at all levels have done an outstanding 
job in assuming the responsibility that the public would expect to the extent of 
their ability to make bridge inspections, there are a few instances where our re-
quest for voluntary cooperation has been met with apathy. Let me read some 
excerpts from the director of a State highway department in reply to our request 
for the bridge inspection. 
"The Inspection program outlined in this memorandum and 
attachments would, in our opinion, be an undertaking beyond 
the capabilities of our department. We do not now have the 
financial or personal resources to carry out a program of 
this magnitude. Nor do we expect additional resources for 
this purpose in the near future. 
"In short, we do not feel that we can meet the requirements 
of this memorandum, and in fact the inspection requirements 
given are not necessary for our situation. 
"As a specific reply on the third paragraph of the memorandum 
we wish to report the following information concerning bridges 
on our State highway system: 
Number built prior to 1935 225 
Number built after 1935 248 
Total 473 
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The previous comments identify the problem in meeting the need for a 
complete bridge inspection program which is the lack of adequately trained staff 
and a lack of financing in some organizational units. We have hopes that the 
training program which is to be developed in compliance with the 1968 Act will 
provide the trained manpower needs of the country, but the problem of adequate 
financing for the inspection program remains unsolved at this time. The even 
greater problem of a bridge replacement program has the attention of responsible 
leaders at the national level, such as AASHO, American Road Builder, Highway 
Users, and the Congress of the United States. I am confident that we will see 
a strong recommendation for an enlarged bridge replacement program when 
current surveys and studies are completed. 
From the voluntary bridge inspection program being made this year, we 
have seen a mandatory inspection program for a selected highway system (Federal-aid) 
being required. Admittedly, this system carries the greatest volume of traffic but 
the greatest mileage of highways and greatest number of the older bridges are on the 
systems where inspections remain on a voluntary basis. No doubt the practices to be 
developed for the Federal-aid systems will carry over to the local road systems, but 
we must all coope~ate to furnish the maximum assistance in time, money and man-
power to provide the safety that the traveling public expects and is entitled to. 
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TABLE 1 
SURVEY RESULTS OF COUNTIES 
BRIDGE INSPECTION PROGRAM 
NUMBER OF COUNTIES 
STATE 
RESPONSIBLE REPORTING ABILITY INDICATING 
FOR TO TO COMPLETION 
MAINTENANCE DIVISION INSPECT DATE 
Alabama 57 42 40 36 
Alaska 0 
Arizona 14 14 6 4 
Arkansas 75 71 17 7 
California 58 41 30 30 
Colorado 63 19 8 4 
Connecticut 0 
Delaware 0 
florida 67 12 5 4 
Georgia 159 0 0 0 
Hawaii 5 2 0 0 
Idaho 37 14 9 5 
lllinois 102 71 55 31 
Indiana 92 19 11 5 
Iowa 99 76 55 50 
Kansas 105 89 52 52 
Kentucky 120 116 45 45 
Louisiana 64 63 32 2 
Maine 0 
Maryland 17 3 0 0 
Massachusetts 0 
Michigan 83 83 39 39 
Minnesota 87 87 87 87 
Mississippi 82 0 0 0 
Missouri 114 61 6 4 
Montana 56 20 13 13 
STATE 
Nebraska 
Nevada 
New Hampshire 
New Jersey 
New Mexico 
New York 
North Carolina 
North Dakota 
Ohio 
Oklahoma 
Oregon 
Pennsylvania 
Rhode Island 
South Carolina 
South Dakota 
Tennessee 
Texas 
Utah 
Vermont 
Virginia 
Washington 
West Virginia 
Wisconsin 
Wyoming 
TOTALS 
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TABLE 1 (Continued) 
SURVEY RESULTS OF COUNTIES 
BRIDGE INSPECTION PROGRAM 
NUMBER OF COUNTIES 
RESPONSIBLE REPORTING ABILITY 
FOR TO TO 
MAINTENANCE DIVISION INSPECT 
93 42 4 
17 10 5 
0 
21 1 1 
32 32 15 
58 58 58 
0 
53 1 1 
88 88 88 
77 77 67 
36 32 32 
67 11 10 
0 
46 46 42 
67 45 45 
95 29 7 
254 246 49 
29 0 0 
0 
2 2 2 
39 38 35 
0 
72 72 72 
23 7 4 
2,725 1,740 1,047 
INDICATING 
COMPLETION 
DATE 
0 
4 
0 
7 
0 
0 
88 
39 
23 
9 
42 
45 
0 
30 
0 
2 
24 
72 
3 
791 
HIGHWAY 
SYSTEM 
INTERSTATE 
INTERSTATE 
TRAVEL' WAY 
STATE 
PRIMARY 
STATE 
SECONDARY 
OTHER 
STATE 
COUNTY 
SECONDARY 
RURAL ROADS 
AND CITY 
STREETS 
0 
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25 
NUMBER IN THOUSANDS 
50 
26,400 
24,200 
303,000 
BUILT PRIOR TO 1935 
BUILT AFTER 1935 
TOTAL 563,500 
Figure 1. Total Number of Bridges in the United States. 
75 100 
67,200 
66,300 
70,600 
MEETING COMPLETION 
DEADLINE 
NOV. 1, 1968 
JAN. 1, 1970 
PROGRAM FOR 
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NUMBER OF STATES 
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37 
29 
Figure 2. Current Status of Bridge Inspection Program (IM 40-1-68) . 
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POPULATION (1000' S) PERCENT 
0. CITIES NO. REPLIES 25 50 75 100 
OVER 500 
(28) 
250 to 500 
(32) 
100 to 250 
(84) 
50 to 100 
(210) 
25 to 50 
(374) 
10 to 25 
(1, 042) 
UNDER 10 
(12, 375) 
1. JURISDICTION 
22 
21 
55 
117 
193 
405 
176 
1 
1 
3 
1 
3 
1 
2 
3 
1 
2 ::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
3 
1 
2 
3 
1 
2 
3 
2. INSPECTION FREQUENCY 2 YRS. MIN. 
3. INSPECTION GUIDE REQUESTED 
Figure 3. Survey Results of Bridges Under City Jurisdiction 
~-
NO BRIDGES 
1::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::1 
c-:-::-:-:-:-:-:-:~=--J 
